REMARKS 

Claims 1-4, 6-18, 20, and 22-36 are now pending in tine application. Claims 1-35 
stand rejected. Independent claims 1, 11, and 18 are amended. Support for the 
amendments can be found in the originally filed specification at Figure 3 and related 
discussion at paragraphs [0018]-[0019]. Claim 36 is added. Support for the addition 
can be found in the originally filed specification at Figure 3 and related discussion at 
paragraphs [0018]-[0019] and at Figure 5 and related discussion especially at 
paragraph [0030] and as further described at paragraph [0031]. The Examiner is 
respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw the re]ection(s) in view of the 
amendments and remarl^s contained herein. 
Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S 103 

Claims 1-4, 6, 9, 11-13, 15-18, 20, 22, 24, 27-31, and 33-35 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Anderson (U.S. Pat. No. 6,499,016), in 
view of Bernardi et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,101,338). This rejection Is respectfully traversed. 

The teachings of Anderson are generally directed toward automatically storing 
and presenting digital images using a speech-based command language. In particular, 
the Examiner relies on Anderson to teach textually tagging captured Images with 
recognized contents of user speech, and tagging the images with the user speech as 
voice annotations. However, Anderson does not teach, suggest, or motivate a user 
interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders named by media 
capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between and select one of 
the lexica by selecting one of the folders in which to store the captured media. 
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The teachings of Bernardi et al. are generally directed toward a speech 
recognition camera with a prompting display. In particular, the Examiner relies on 
Bernardi et al. to teach that the display prompts the user to select by speech one of 
plural displayed media capture activity categories, and then select by speech one of 
plural subsequently displayed annotations within the selected category, all the while 
constraining speech recognition to the list of displayed items. However, the teachings 
of Anderson in view of Bernardi et al. do not teach, suggest, or motivate a user Interface 
having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders named by media capture 
activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between and select one of the lexica 
by selecting one of the folders in which to store the captured media. 

Applicants' claimed invention is directed toward a media capture device and/or 
post processor with a user interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized 
folders named by media capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate 
between and select one of plural speech recognition lexica by selecting one of the 
folders in which to store the captured media, wherein the lexica are focused by media 
capture activity. For example, independent claim 1, especially as amended, recites, "a 
plurality of focused speech recognition lexica respectively relating to media capture 
activities; a user interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders 
named by media capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between 
and select one of the lexica by selecting one of the folders in which to store the 
captured media." Independent claims 11 and 18, especially as amended, recite similar 
subject matter. Support for the amendments can be found in the originally filed 
specification at Figure 3 and related discussion at paragraphs [0018]-[0019]. Therefore, 
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the teachings of Anderson in view of the teachings of Bernardi et al. fail to teach, 
suggest, or motivate all of the limitations of the independent claims. These differences 
are significant. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection of independent claims 1,11, and 18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), 
along with rejection on these grounds of all claims dependent therefrom. New claim 36 
depends from claim 1 and should be allowed for the same reasons. 

Claims 7, 8, 10, 14, 23, 25, 26, and 32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Anderson (U.S. Pat. No. 6,499,016), in view of Bernardi et 
al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,101,338) and Li et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 6,397,181). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The teachings of Anderson are generally directed toward automatically storing 
and presenting digital images using a speech-based command language. In particular, 
the Examiner relies on Anderson to teach textually tagging captured images with 
recognized contents of user speech, and tagging the images with the user speech as 
voice annotations. However, Anderson does not teach, suggest, or motivate a user 
interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders named by media 
capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between and select one of 
the lexica by selecting one of the folders in which to store the captured media. 

The teachings of Bernardi et al. are generally directed toward a speech 
recognition camera with a prompting display. In particular, the Examiner relies on 
Bernardi et al. to teach that the display prompts the user to select by speech one of 
plural displayed media capture activity categories, and then select by speech one of 
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plural subsequently displayed annotations within the selected category, all the while 
constraining speech recognition to the list of displayed items. However, the teachings 
of Anderson in view of Bernardi et al. do not teach, suggest, or motivate a user interface 
having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders named by media capture 
activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between and select one of the lexica 
by selecting one of the folders in which to store the captured media. 

The teachings of Li et al. as generally directed toward voice annotation and 
media retrieval. In particular, the Examiner relies on Li et al. to teach retrieving 
captured media from device memory by matching an annotation of the captured media 
to user speech, a lexicon editor, and customizing a lexicon to a user. However, the 
teachings of Anderson in view of Bernardi et al. and Li et al. do not teach, suggest, or 
motivate a user interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders 
named by media capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between 
and select one of the lexica by selecting one of the folders in which to store the 
captured media. 

Applicants' claimed invention is directed toward a media capture device and/or 
post processor with a user interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized 
folders named by media capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate 
between and select one of plural speech recognition lexica by selecting one of the 
folders in which to store the captured media, wherein the lexica are focused by media 
capture activity. For example, independent claim 1 , especially as amended, recites, "a 
plurality of focused speech recognition lexica respectively relating to media capture 
activities; a user interface having a menu structure of hierarchically organized folders 



Serial No. 10/677,174 



Page 16 of 18 



named by media capture activities and adapted to permit a user to navigate between 
and select one of the lexica by selecting one of the folders in which to store the 
captured media." Independent claims 11 and 18, especially as amended, recite similar 
subject matter. Support for the amendments can be found in the originally filed 
specification at Figure 3 and related discussion at paragraphs [0018]-[0019]. Therefore, 
the teachings of Anderson in view of the teachings of Bernardi et al. and Li et al. fail to 
teach, suggest, or motivate all of the limitations of the independent claims. These 
differences are significant. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection of dependent claims 7, 8, 10, 14, 23, 25, 26, and 32 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of their dependence from allowable base claims 1,11, and 18. 
New claim 36 depends from claim 1 and should be allowed for the same reasons. 
New Claim 36 

Claim 36 is added. Support for the addition can be found in the originally filed 
specification at Figure 3 and related discussion at paragraphs [0018]-[0019] and at 
Figure 5 and related discussion especially at paragraph [0030] and as further described 
at paragraph [0031]. 

Applicants especially point out that the claimed attributes of the device that allow 
users to select a new lexicon during media tagging by speaking the names of folders at 
a higher level or across levels of the directory tree structure, even while a present 
lexicon is selected as the current lexicon and therefore active. Moreover, Applicants 
especially point out that Bernardi et al. teach away from allowing a user to switch lexica 
to a higher level or across levels of hierarchically organized focused speech recognition 
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lexica while a current lexicon is active. In particular, Bernardi et al. specify that the 
speech recognition Is constrained only to the displayed items. This specification is 
significant because Bernardi et al. fail to teach or suggest that names of other media 
capture activities are displayed concurrently with items displayed following selection of 
one of the media capture activities. Therefore, Bernardi et al. teach away from the 
claimed subject matter. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner favorably consider new 
claim 36. 
Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly 
traversed, accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicant therefore respectfully requests 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is 
believed that a full and complete response has been made to the outstanding Office 
Action, and as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt 
and favorable consideration of this amendment is respectfully requested. If the 
Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite prosecution of this 
application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (248) 641-1600. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dated: August 3. 2007 E-Signature:/Gregory A. Stobbs/ 

By: Gregory A. Stobbs 

Reg. No. 28,764 
Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 

GAS/JSB/kup 
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